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Tom Holfe is widely regarded as the leading theorist

" and.practitioner of New Journalisl, t lie journalistic genre- that
combines  the stylistic features of fiction and the reportorial
obligations of journalism to .produce a "novelistic sounding™ but
nonét heless factual literature. The saliency of Wolfe''s styl1stic
boldness has prompted many togconclude that the ahsorbing, convznc1ng
qual1ty of Wolfe's wark is owed pragarlly to his unigue and

’

innovative, stylistic techniques. B Wolfe is more than just a clever
"stylist; his essays reveal a carefwlly crafted argument through uhich
he constructs an appealing rhetorical reality wherein there are.
simple, absolute, almost hilariouwsly obvious expldnations for.
everything. The %hetorlcal vision is architecturally achieved by
Wolfe's reliance on (1) analogy and metaphor, .(2) single causalizy,
and (3), hyperbolic "put-on." '(The major portlons of. the paper
analyzes Wolfe's .usage of these three devices in -terms of its
persudsive impact, philosophical dimensiqns, and jourpalistic
implications.) (Au%hor/Gi) . -
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- - _ . TOM WOLFE AND THE USES OF ARGUMENT “
) W . .
.o ] 2 . ¢
..The past decade witnebsed an emerging trend in journalism: the rise \ oo 7
! .

" - ’ / N N
of personalized, subjective reporting.- Labeled "New Journalism" or "New Non-

fiction," this new genre combines the stylistic features of fiction and. the -
. : . v ’

reportorial oBuligations of journalism to praduce a "novelistic sounding," but

oy
- . ~ 1 . . -
nonetheless, factud} literature,” Whereas the traditional journalist assumes A4
° . » - . . [ ]
S . fthe time-honored approach of sunnnari‘l/y ansgging questions of who~what-when- .

o y“here-why—how‘,ﬁ the New Journalist seeks to transcend such orthodoxy by be-

something more than just a reporter: he attempts to shape his audi- L'
I . .
. - Y
. ence's sh¥gd perception of reality, He exercises "imaginative" reporting--

a<imaginati.w.=., sa Dan Wakefield, "not because the author Has distorted the
- » .

’

facts, but because Khas presentefl .them in a fall insted& of a naked manner,

[} b b
. P K -
.. btrought out the sights, 30unds, an,d feel surrounding those facts, -and ct*cted . -

’

M . ) A
them by carparison with othew, facts of history, society, and’literature in an

\ [

. “ / ) . . N c . L. N
. - artistic manner that does not Ti%lsh but,gives great depth and dimension to

. the facts."Z , \»

. .

* . . v
. . . ) y} - N .
The New ‘Journalist's desire to ::gpass trafjitional journalfet bound- =~ .

. aries stems pnimar»ily‘ fr"qm two factors, First, 8 sllepticism for authority

- - . .
- K o . ‘»\,\ . [ ]
. ~is gpeater than that of his com'renﬁonal; predecessor.>eln light of new and A
- A * .’ Y . ‘\‘#\" / -
g ever increasing revelations of po.litical scandal and corrupgion, e New \
¢ . P * - - R ' .
o Journalkist views suspiciously most public figures and gﬂeg%rggl.ly_~ Strysts.... ,
SNBSS b gt 4 g b et A SR ind :
\ t < '.
- + "official" facts. And so, '"Today, when a'New 118 it, there is
no likely to be no deference to an official versjon——if anything, perhaps a |
1t semjiautomatic disdain-of 6né.«"3’ Second, the New Journalist is ready jo y :
. -~ ' ’ o
, 4 { - 3 - . . f




persomalize his writing because he:refuses to accept that he'ié a conduit for
< . . . , - : .

dispetsing information. Because of greater proﬁessional self-consciousness [
’ . . .l “
and self-confidence, he believés he is capable of more. Explains Paul Weaver:

o vt 4ok e e n st « PP NP PR ——
o e 016 s uinanin s o et R

Traditionally, réporting had been a low-prestige occupation,

some studies. reported it to rank\between the Blue-collar and
white-collar occupations.. In the 1960's this began to change.
President Kennedy showed a special fondness for mewsmen; the .
inauguration in 1963 of the national half-hour television news
programs gave the press a new vehicle of unprecedented power

and created, overnight, a batch of journalistic celebrities;,
officials became ever more attentive to the press, and their ..
efforts to manipulate the news grew in scale’ and sophistica- | : .
tion; books and articles about the press began to proliferate;

-and by the Jeginning of the 1970's scale salarles at leading

newspapers approached (and, in TV, exceeded) those of Assist- \
‘ant Secretaries. Whatever .the cause, newsmen had a growing
Sense of their importance and a corresponding ' unwillingress

to accept the dependency and subordinatiorr which, as it seémed
‘had béen characteristic of the pogition of the ptess in earlier T
decades.4 ) ) - e

'

A .
New Johrnalism is one manifestation of the reparter's increasing self concept.
. . . :

"

5 -
Aﬂhynamic and excitipg literary form, the new genre’ﬂas influenced dramaticaller .
s - - . . P

*

the courge of American jour?alism. .

Many have served the movemedt, but the 1nd1v1dual perhaps most o ,

respon81ble for prov1ng that jourhalism could captyre the excitement, -ten81on, ~

L

and 1ntr1gue formerly reserved for other literary forms was Tom lefe,_the )

S

. . : .

leading theorist and practitioner pf New Journglism. One of America'sifore-

.Most contemporary journalists;'Wolfé has reported about Ken Kesey and the

v

world of hallucinogenic drugs;éThe Electric Kool-Aid Acid Test{sldeScribe}
N\ \ . . : A .

N .o ‘
the fund-raising s%ills of black mi}itants-rRadical Chic and Mau-Mauing the

Flak datchers;6 analyzed the birth and development of New Journalismr—The b

.
- .

New Journalism;7 traced the history of modern art--The Painted Word,; ;8 and. -
. [ - . - "
scrutinized presen.rday mores it three anthologies of previously published SN

essays-—Tha—Kandy—Konred Tangerine—Flake Streamline Baby,9 The Pump House E

+ 1 v-

Gang,l.O and Mauve Gloves and Nadman{Clutter and -Vine.11 '




- . . .
The sélieﬁcy of wplfe's.stylistic boldness has prompted many to

L]

‘“conciude that:the absorbing, coqﬁihcing" quality of WOlfe's wprk is owed o

priqarily to his unique and,innovative use of punctuation, typography, '

B, S e e pro o) e

¢ Hfs essays reveil a carefully craftéd .argument whose supporting ev;dence and

|
.reasoning 1is tailored rhetorically ¥r effactive fit. Thé”thesis set-forth . e
here is that WOlfeis uses of argument.enable him to coﬁstrdtt an appealing :
, rhetoricai realit;‘wherein there are simple, absolute, almost "hilariously" }
» 4 ‘ - ' . .
“;bvious explanations for everytping. The rhetorical vision is arcEitectprally
'achieved‘by Wolfe's réliance on‘(l) analogy‘anﬁ hetapper, (2) single causality,
and. (3) hype;bolic."put-on." I? is 'this rhetorical posture——its suas;ry“ -
impaet, philosophical dimensions, and journalistic implications--that -ig the
' g‘ LW I . . , ~ o .,
cqncern‘oﬁ the analysis that follows. = .
. : ¢ *

1“2“ '
langudge, ané syntax To be sure, style cannot be dismissed in accounting-
€. ; .
for Wolfe's rhetorical appeal. But Wolfe is more than Just a clever stylist.

.

-
& ¢
L]

Analogy and Metaphor. Epistemolegically, the streﬁéth of analogy and
T
- 4 I ‘,
metaphor.lies in their creation of what Kenneth Burke calls "perspective' by.

\
- e . . 3

incongruity"-{the "revealing of hitherto unsuspected. ¢pgnectives , . . re- .
latignships betweep opjectg whice our customary tational voéap}lary has,

’ , .
igne;ed."l3 Providing a way of perceiving experience, the metapgér‘ concludes‘
Max Black, suppresses some details, emph331zes others-—in short, it organizes

eyl ) .
our view of marr. "1 As such, analogy and metaphor funqtion.sb reconcile the

}

complexitfes of environment. In thé 19608 and’ 19}08, ,among those attempting

’
04

to explain society’s many .competing and disorienting forces was the deft user

)

oﬁ‘analogy and metaphor,'Tom Wolfe.: oot N

. : e
Ve .

5 . !

L Wolfe's varied use of(literal analogy, .in particular, is most effectivé

7ﬂ.iﬁ providing instant, easily gtasped undqrstending: Frequently Wolfe draws *
/ , . ’ i
- ) . !

. . ) >
+ .




A Y

.. - a great many new faces and. a lot of new /money enter Society.

) f— & primitives such as.the Rolling Stones amd Jose Torres, and )

iy . N
B » - - J 4 ’ ‘ .
] Q e >, 4

parallels between historical perlods, as in hig explanatlon of why-those ’ o

attending Leonard Bernsteln s fund—ralslng party.for imprisoned members of ' *

e s amanmcmen o

- vt

the Blatk PAnther Party felt the need fQ; ggcial Lsluming, knnwnnalsowasmmmum"m

nqstalgie de la boue: b ) - D "4

“ .
. Neostalgie de la boue tends to be a favorlte motif whenever

. New arfivals’have always had two ways ¢ certifylng their '

superiority over the hated "middle*class\!' ‘They can take ‘

on the trappings of arrStocracy, such as grand architecture,

servants, parterre boxes, and High protocol; and they can

) . indulge in the gauche thrill of taking on certain styles of
the lower orders. ’The two are by no means mutually exclusive,
in fact, they are aiways used in combination. 1In England . K

N

,

ddrlng the Regency period, nostalgie de. la boue was very much C -
the rage. London socialites 'during the Regency adopted the. -
- . flamboyant capes and wild.driving styles of the coach drivers,

.the "btuiser" fashions and hair styles of the bare-knuckle
prize flghters, the see-through, jutting-mipple fashions
e of the tavern girls, as well as a reckless new dance, the -
. waltz. Such affectations were meant to eonvey the arrogant ‘
. self-confidente of the aristocrat as opposed to the middle- A |
e class stxiver's obsession with propriety and ké%plng up
S appearances. During the 1960"s in New York nostalgie de
la boue took the form of the vogue of rock music, the twist—
frug genre of dances, Pup Art, Camp, the courting of pet

xnnumerable dress fashions 'summed up in-the recefrent image
of the wealthy yéung man with his turtleneck jersey meeting
. his muttonchops at mid-jowel, *‘a la the 1962 Sixth ‘Avenue

T AltomaiNgohemian, bidding ’good night to an aging doorman .
dressed in the mode of an 1870 Austrian army colomel.l5 R .
' . Wolfe's is not always a well—developedrhisteXical comparisbb.
I - . . . I .
« . dy. ) -
Often the analbgy is brief but provocative as; fov example, Wolfe's passing RN

\

" comment that the "Playboy Philosophy" #s a documént t{xat servks. tg ’timize

<and justify Hugh Hefner s sex-oriented enterprises in ‘much the same way- T
. 5 .
that librarles bullt by Andrew Carnegie sanctioned ‘his bu81ness activites. 16 ‘

o .

Or take wOlfe.e flﬁétlng observatlon that the teenager cus tom-car world is__

.)
» similar to the Renéazsance when sculpture was always more tied up with

.

"

) religion and archltecture " and "apprentices [came] to the fdet of the master.
¢ * ~ . IS 'd * ‘
Y ' e v T .

nl7

4

/
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FTo those who appreciate Wolfe's historical lessons, his analogies

proviq;.a perspectiyeibh,epntemporary‘realitiea; the environment becomes ‘

structurally manageable.u

4

-Wolfe begins to emexrge.

~ of the essay Wolfe amplifies the analg

Moreover, Wolfe's use of historical. LT AT A R A—

augnents his credibility. WOlfe'S'analysis is seen as'more than just one -

. ~ ) 14
individual s speculation because it is supported and bolstered by the objective

L&
teachings of historical precedent.\ Slm;larly, analogy can enhance source

n’

LI
,crediblllﬁy by suggesting the measure of oqe s intalljgence. WOlfe may f

demonstrate his knowledge of hlstory, 11te1ature, science, and’ so forth, all

-

’
.

under the veneer-of appeaxing to present 1§glcal support. . :
c e e Phll Spector is the bona—f1 Gen1us of Teen.
Every baroque period has a flo#Ering genlus who riges \ ]
up as the most gloriou§ expression pf fts style of life-— ’
-.in later—day Rome,.thé Emperor Commodus; in Ren] sance
Italy, BenVenuto Callini; in late Augustan England, the
Earl of Llresterfield} in the sal vdﬂ atile Victorian age,
Dante Gabri&l Rossetti; in late—fan y neo Greek Federal
America, Thomas Jefferson; and in Teen America, Phil
Spector is the bona-fide.Genius.of' Teen.18 g‘
Part of the rhetorical effect of th1s analogy is to embellish Wolfe's cred—
v - .
ibility by portraying him as someone morej}han Just familiar.with history.

From this intimation of intellectual¥co tence, the reader's confidence in

y - - f
§ .
Al

. . 'Q
Beyond heightening the architec s'credibility,‘however, analogy
can increase the prestige of one or mor@f of the objects of the comparison.
Wolfe's portrait of Marshall McLuhan pegvides a good,case in point.19 alf~- }
. . i ' .

. i
way through the article Wolfe comparesf cLuhan to Freud, and for‘the rehainger
LY

. To be sure, Wolfe shows similarﬂtfes
[

shared between the tw0,men; but he' dogh more. Th;t Wolfe even- would think-

N .
to compare McLuhan to Freud 1ncreeseé the former's credibility, the’ very ‘ /

act of.plac1ng the men side by side a owing for ideational transference-20
. if

. . . .
-\ , ' . . +
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fuonocensasenn vos

\

L) ™ - s ! . f

'
1

s, Freud k.éredibility rnteracts with McLuhan s, reforming the audience 8 views

Of each. The image of Freud admittedly may tarnish when placed in league
2.

3
because of the comparlson——and it is McLuhan s Jthqs, not Freud S, with which

»

Wolfe as polemicist for McLuhan is most concerned. The mutual{interactlon
' . .~ ' +

and transference ‘of credibility also may be at work when Wolfe confidently .

draws an gnalogy between his subject and a seemingly unlikely counterpart.

) “
r

~

.

The rhetorical effect, for example, of Wolfe's casually dropped, matter-of-

fact comparison of gangster'Bugsey Siegel'a aesthetic, psychological, and’
. . ! )
cultural insights to those of Cezanhe, Freud, and Weber probably stems less s

¢ »

from the analogy's validity than from-the credibilrty of Cezanne, Freud, and

’
Weber--let alone from the fact that Wolfe's audience’ is implanted with the
. [ ‘
idea that there is some basis for comparison by virtue of the attempt irself.Z{

+

Whereag, analogy invglves a-literal.or figurat}v! comparison of objects,

'

metaphor takes only the forn;of the iatter. USuaily'well'attended because

¢ . of its novelty, metaphor .draws its sustenance from the arousal of tension.
’ : >

The'incongruity presented, Richards believes, confuses(and strains- the 'mind;
N - L

} . ‘ .
hence, "theﬁkquwill always try to find connections. . . ."2? Thi's search

for resolution becomes thes gribping power of creative metaphor.,

.

: » .
The mystique of metaphor\ however, is-sacrificed somewhat in public
. s 3

.

.

Because the goal is persuasion, not private

reflection, it is'e simpie megaphor that the rhetorital experience demands.
- . .

- ’ .

* The tramnsitory nature of speech denies the auditor ‘the luxury of "leisurelye

interpretation," so, hence, the rhetor hopes for an immediate response,

: . .

nming "metaphoric stimuli [which] seek to provoke a ready, almost automatic

A3 .
response n23 e ’

\

w«m«wnwieh«ﬂcﬁuhan“'btt'the ‘Tesger-RNOwH MELGHAR" enjoys an ascendance 1n” stature T

4




\his metaphors posé@hs many of the qualities found 1n thogz of public address.

T L. 4 . -, e . .
J Perhaps because Wolfe writes the way peopyé commbnly.speak and think,-

[} . . A .

W

-

TN 5
. interpretation, they newertheless are.processed swiftly because their "

s

‘the learned, his l'condetxsgq;l analogies

: . -
a decidedly m&®re common populace:

.

L3

14

Wolfe's figures.

mlv---eeklewial-y---m Teadity- comp‘regrenai‘b‘l'e. therdts-un "2'51"51 “EHEES T

’

.
-

.respond similar to a listening audfence.

*

’

L ]

."Although they appear in a medium allowing'for leisureiy‘

auditors"

4

.2 plebeian mentality.

/ N : - - 4
Neither poetic nor elegant, . the phoros of Wolfe's metaphor speikq to

R . 14
Hence, while many of Woilfe's analogi%s appeal more ta

»
"24--his metaphors and similes--address

~

"She had an incredibBle drunk smile that

~

pread outrsoft and gooeyllike a can of_Sherwinjﬁilliams paint covering the
world.“z}//s

"- . T /
Such metaplors are coqgistent with Wolfe's campaign against worn-

. - . »”
out figures and his goal to -freshen and enliven popular literdSure.

As Wolfe
' .

Says,'he\is always "on the lookdut for the metaphdrs of the f.uture."z6
Wolfe's e:cofic creations notv;ithstanding_, his, most effective metaphors
possess fualitiesihe;ides noveit&. .Often Wolfe repeats a parpiculaf metaphor
to emphasize a pqint.~ Throughout Eizctric Kool-Aid, for inspaﬁce,'there

[

occurs the statement, The word

"You're either op the bus or off the bus."

" "pus"JThas both literal and figur;.ntive meaning. XBecause Kesey and thefMerry

- you' are ‘either committed to a search for identity-or you are not.

\ ’ W
\ - .
Pranksters are traveling by their own‘ﬁﬁb across country, there is a literal
o " . ° 3

. - " [ 4 h '.‘ N 1
dimension ¢o *Kesey's statement. But the bus, as the reader soon realizes,

L »
»

]
symbolizes the entire trip, i.e.; the quest for personal growth and self-

oo . . / N v
d%scovery. To say you are either on the bus or dff the bus is to say that v

.

There i's
.

L] ]
no middle ground, no part’ enthusfasm——either you are’ completely dedicdted

or you are off the "Bus,"zi ' © e
. R » k4 ; ’ . !

-~
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: \ ' s L
. ‘; . , , -~ N
' In sqm. Wolfe s-use of analogy and metaphor provide his work w1th
. " "a structﬁre and . . concethal sett1n8n28 whlch promotes belief in a simple,
) ¢
1 — et .£acile. worl,d;‘&hlle _=L 1mu3;tmeously enhandmg .Wd’!’.f"e"' & EERE - o .-....t_m
’ e "
. - ) L] ‘ - L .
¢ r

Single Causality. ”Most of Wolfe's analyeis isioffEred without

. L Y

, P " : "non 3 o ~ ! .t
qualification. ‘It is-not "I think . .... , It would appear . . ., One
. L4 /

. v might conclude. . ..." -Wolfe's is a confldentrcr1t1c1sm, iﬁometlmes," "usii}}y,
A L

I

. ‘and "perhaps" seldom preface hig stateménts. _While the style does 1mply

4 certain positivemess, it also denies the wisgdom of multipii causation since.
o .
it dictates fhat single answerxs and ewplanations be given. . ,
f . o ' g . < . )
Wolfe, for-example, presents hostalgie de Ia 'boue as the motive Ror

: ‘ 4
. for those attending Leonard Bernstein's fund-raising gathering for Blaék = - 2/

N »

.

- Panthérs. That is a respectable anal;sis{ But might not gome of the
. . Bernsteiqs' guests have been/totally sircere? gnd how many others were ~
‘;( motlvated by both s1ncer1ty jnd nostalgie de‘la beee7 And could there even {:‘
' be theie who a:tended out of curloé/zy and nothingfmore? Wolfe does not say

- v

Y .

" that nogtalgie de la boue was probably a motive o; man2y7for it woyld weaken'~
[l ' ' i

the simplicity amd strength of his thesis. Althdugﬁ'the dotign of single

v

. L=F ’ .
causality pales when contrasted to the more sophistieated concept of nracess, °
Ay -

.

’
1

many writers still would rather propose all-inclusive, all-explainrng“theories.

.

S . i
Then, whether'blinded by the theory or desiring to have everything perfectly

conform, the writer oversimpIifies,»overgeneralizes,'ang sometimee overedits |
-~ ! ‘ . i 3 A } / .
his material. ' Censider the prehigy of overediting.
. . . * S~ , . '
. y In "Radical Chic" celebrities and socialites, gather supposedly in an

attempt to help raise bail.ahd legal costs for recently imprisoned members

of the Black Panther Party. ;he oecasion, according to Wolfe, is reaf!§ ad' '

~ . ) ~




’
Y

exercise in social slumming by white 1liberals wish;’é\aesperately to.be

fashionable. ‘But Wolfe's evidegce is sculpured, beginning with the editing )

e S H0e It PO N0 8 8 G SR ©
oo 1R RN eER G NEY DAL RA GO S 5a s nE h G £ @08 teanUAaE eaoenam T Rodiegnunpond e sooe nsbos ue g

rosesvens greveremsemhetosasyronyres : ..Uf..rwé-a-ﬁafty 115[’_ . eur Mreteainone e D H
' i . ) : ' ’ , k - .
"There seem to be a thousand. stars -above and a thousand
"stars below, a rpom full of stars, a penthouse duplex
full of stars, a Manhattan tower full of stars, with
marvelous people dtiftin® through- the heavens, Jason
Robardsy John and D. D. Ryan, Gian7C§rlo Menogti, Schuyler
Chapiny Goddard Lieberson, Mtke Nichols, Lillian,Hellman,
Larry'Rivers, Aaron Copeland, Richard Avedon, Milton
and Amy Greene, Lukas Foss, Jenrie Tourel, -Samuel Barber,
. Jerome Robbins, Steve Sandheim, Adolf amd Phyllis Green,s

Betty Comdén, and the Patrick O'Neals.
: > 7

There's Otto Preminger in the "library and Je&n vanden

Heuvel in the_hall, and P&Ffer and Cheray Duckin in ethe

living ‘room, and Frank and Doona Stanton, Gail Lumet,

Sheldon Harnick, -Gynthia Phipps, B n Lane, Mrs. August

Heckscher, Roger Wilkins, Barbara Wa ters, Bob Silvewms, (’

Mrs. Richard Avedon, Mrs. Arfhur Penn, Julie Belafonte,
X Harold Taylor, and scores more. . .,.29

*

’

- ) ~ - ' ~ . '
There are, as Wolfe says, "othexs" fh attendance. But why' are some singleg
. ‘ <

out for mention over "others"? One critic ¢laims, "Personal &iends of his

FORY

N [ ] .
[Wolfe] who were at’ the Bernsteins (like Gloria Stefnem) go largely qnscorei;//
. S ’ -
while old enemies are'dragged in incongrously from the wings to be nostalgie
a - . [ —
\|l30 « )

.

Eé.li boue—e¢

L]
»

. " In part WOlﬁe's omission of Gloria Steifiem from the proeceedings may

O ’ i
be seeﬁ/as the protection of a friend." Affer all, -the Bernsteins' gudsts,

whetﬁgr Ghen_inQiyidually inspected or when viewed Eolleétivgly as an- ideol-
> . ~ ) 1 . " .
ogy, do not fare well umder Wolfe's dissegtion. Then, too, Gloria Steinem
s ) ¢ . -
. does not quite fit the mold, the basic pood that Wolfe is trying to create:

L]

shallow, guilt-ridden, masochisfic, but always'chic men and women, willingly

-

being intipidated amd abused by knéwing Blacks'. ‘ R

. »

] - . . . . . -
.Wolfe's seléction of a cast and Ssetting consistent with his theme is

also apparegpt in the dépiction-of the guests of honor. For Eﬁeir wﬁitg

-




A

. . ' audience, Wolfe believes, the Black Panthers are romantic heroes. oppressed

allenated militant, violent, they are glamorously notorious. What with

- 4 . é

e mes O s cmoneg e s s va tes gpeetees

anoot-out&«’revoluﬁms. pictures in [eife magazine of T policemen grabbing

. BN c- ‘
Black Panthe:s Ei‘i'ke they! we-re Vietcong——somehow it all runs together in the )

head\w_;zh the wholég;ling of ‘how 'beautiful tzhey are. "31 And so-it becomes

PN ¥ 3 ‘e

2

radically chic--the ultimate status achievement-—to know a Black Panther or
] .. » . - |
- two. They are S0 p01sed, S0, styligh-,m fblack ’

‘e

‘ ! -
These are no lei]!— rights Négroei* wearing
8ray suits three sizes too big--

. - --no more’ interminable Urban League banquets .-y
. - in hotElballrxooms where they try to-alternate .
v the ‘bla®ks and' whites around the tables as if z
B » ]
tiley were stringing Arapaho beads—-—- . y a \‘ ‘..
-—these are ieal men! 32 ' . R

_The impression randered?aj.*hat the Panthbts are the only Blacks in the rQom.
N s : s
dnd t‘he onl y kind of Blacks acceptable o’ the audlence gathered Maybe truf-

“but why are Roy W11k1ns, Preston Wilcox, Floyd Mc&iss:.ck,,,and Ray Innis at® =

~,

- the atherlng"33 And why does Wolfe neglect to record shéir pres nde" ,And
p g ¢

l .
what about the minor dlsoripancies? "What if Barb*ara Walters doesn tﬂset

‘ .,

the right tohe n her .ski garka" Retailor it, by God, to 'a checked papts:

suit with a great fluffy collar '"34 ..

. - ! -
. -

Despite Wolfe s soméwhat self-’serving d1‘5closure of information-ifl ,

I __['&a_tiical Cl'Lls;,_"___,msJ; _Qf 'his Qata does -appear- accerate,——eonfxrmed in the main

4
h

by attendlng eyewitnesses.35 ¥et such "third-party" ver1f1cation is not
v ‘ -

gvailable in many- of Wolfe's other articdes. Frequently Wolfe is the only

X a.}xd}ence to what is said and (fc’)ne. 'Unlike, say, the motio_n pictur.e critic-s
* ' f . ‘(. . ) . . . ) - - °. ,
©, work, the accuracy and so@ess of Wolfe's analysis cannet be-compared,'to

. . . ‘ . s
' c0unterpart thoughf. Owing to she nature 'of his interest.s, Wolfe roams about

s

)

a ‘rarely tyvelled ho;nestead e:!tr;c131ng his crafe ithout direct peer
p / /

\ ‘comperition. 7 R .

. . .7 . 4 [N
. - Ed '




S oA . ) , o
Unfortunatel in .most™cases, the reader's own backg%und and expe- "~
. * .. .
‘ \

l:‘ienc; are unlikely “to aid appreciably in assessing Wolfe's message. His

o
- e

L F aud~ience simply may- ‘never have been exgosed to, much less knowledgeab’le ab0ut, .

] -

the people ‘and places profiled Even w,hen a well—known personality warrants

"

Wolfe's attentian, the reader is still reeeptive to d1scarding old 1mages ’

-and &cepfing nev_v ,‘gOspel; in fact, a celebrity's mystique probably is ‘enhanced

s R f‘

if biograp\hi&.cal accounts are somewhat cc7élic - 2 T
. Neither critic nor reader, is in’a : f the t'zme to dis-

credit Wolfe's.work. - Lt is Wolfe's wprd agagmst his s;ubj ct's, .‘But’ hqre

again;‘ disclaimer is unlikely. Ihe little people bec‘ause of their status,
Dwight Macdonald, have no real power to ob.je.ct "if. they think tt?ey have

1

. ,
been misre.presented " while celebrit_ies welcome any\publicity. accurate or.

- nota 36 The result' Wolfe ¢an write with the brash confidence of kndwing .

T ’

)

that he occup1es the positdon of a?utually unchallengable source. ‘@t

emerges is a rhetortc of trust. cause the means tb judge Wolfe 8 message
: { .n" ’ \

-
- are limited, 4belief rests ultimately upon the source's credibility.

; Journalistic tamper:ng with evidence obx‘ously raiies questions about:
repo’rto‘rial obligation and inoral stance. I'i particular, is it ethical to re-
-
touch one's lglterary' portraits? ‘EOccasional and minor screkening of facts
could 'be'sanctioned on the condi-tion' that the essen:ce of the .nlessage.is not

al'tersd se‘r.io'usly;xthe .auythor's thesis simplytis fleshed out and h"eightened.
. w .‘
But when WOlfe edits the Bernsteins party 118t, 18 it oﬁ);gckgrouni importance

.,

or an at.tempt to ‘set that all—important mood entral to WO'ffe 8 ‘esis"

. - e
3 o At the heart of the.matter there emerges‘broad’er; phiiosophical query:-
'é. . . ~ 4 - A
Hhen the- writer intentionally alters facts--whether t-hey be minor details or -
" . . "ﬁ

r‘tv .‘




\\12

L . ’
. I . ‘

. » v, .
for writ:ars of fictio‘,-not journalism? The argument ig not to indict the

. " agtivity ﬁer 8e but only to questton what it ought to be called. When is .

" "jqprnalism"‘po'longei fjoﬁfnalism"? _Wheie does the journalist's license N

& ) .~'enﬁ;§nd the novelist's Bégﬁh? éritics of Wolfe and his brand of journalism ’

i_le_:_gﬁa_ngliév: that the. journalist must-indicate cleaﬁly-aﬁgﬁ literary license is i e
’ PR " .:' . ' ‘. - . '. . v -1
*used. The novelist has no similar labeling obligation ag"it 18 understood i

v . . - ! . ‘ d ) ,

;2 that imagination is the nucleus of his work. Dwight Macdqpald, consequently, /

' chidés‘Wolg: less for employing literary 'license than for blending Tt with -

- ’ -

'reality, all 'unbeknownst to the reader. Wolfe "shift[s] gearétbétween fact .

. »> » .
. [ 4 ' ? . . e,
. and fantasy, spoof and reportage, until nobody knows which end is, at the ’

.
-

moment , hp."37 Fact ahd fiction become one,' fnseparable because each shares °

- .’ .. s L. N . o
a similar stylistic encasing.

~
»

. i \
-
The reader, ;hus, is restricted from a-cgk?lete machinery for thought,
—_— ) " ’ o .
- denied equal access to inspect the same materials available to the write{; /")

. Becaﬁhe'much of this evidence leading to the writer's viewpoint is concealed,

" the validit?%bf‘éhe "message" presented cannot be evaluated cfitichlly.38
. ) .. ™~ - ..
. Granted, full disclosure of all the facts in any story hardly can be expected.

Given the demand characteristics of journalism,'editing-must occur. But the

- . j%urnalist should not deviously conceal impoftant,evidence. When passible, -~ ¢
4

.
»

the materials from which the, reporter reasons should be opén to inspection.

! Allowed such intellectuaiiforgm, the reader is whole again, to judge for

S himse{ﬁnhnd‘fo arrive at his own sympathies. - -
o . .’ " . " - - .
:; ’ Hyperbolic 'Puc¢6;‘. In 1965, New Yorker magazine celebrated ilts

¢
: ‘ . 4 . .
fortfeth birthday, an anniveréar;iakife believed should be %uly "commemorated. "

Wishing to show hqw the New Yorker,ﬂad become not only dull and'predicnab}e"

(ﬁhf second-rate in its liferary offerings, Wolfe first considered parody.

. . f ‘/ . 0




But he reallzed

.

.
» 4 -

there was ong grave problem in using tHe parody style
deal with a magazine like The New'Yorker in 1965.

) magazine happens to be dull, then a good parody of it will
bevdull also. Even that can be funny for 1,500 words’ or
go--but &arried to the length that a profile of William
Shawn [New Yorker's editor] would .requiré, the piece’would
smother itself with sheer tedium. It was obvioys it couldn't
be pushegd any further without losing the’ reader: Besides,
The New Yorker had already been parodied many times. I
was sure.they loved every one of them. My theory was
that in every parody, no matter how "telling" you try to
make it, there is an implicit tribute. At the very least
the-parody says: You people have established a styde that
the whole.world recognizes.

‘o . ]
Hence; the appropriate style for describing the New Yorger,waé "anti-parody."
- hY

Instead of trying: to do a number on that neat faded-
Aubusson front-parlor needlepoint prose of The New Yorker,
I would strike precisely the oppogite tone . . . [Wolfe' s
elllpses]‘somethlng more on the order of thé* Police <
Gazette in its red—flock days. . . . Rather than mimicking
The New Yorker I was going to give them a voice they
Ccouldn't stand. In the anti-parody, as I thought of it,
the wilder and gcrazter the hyperbole, the better. "It was
a challengejrto use the wost lurid colors imaginable to
paint a room"full of very proper ‘people %ho had gone to
sleeg}standing up, talking to themselves.40

WOlfe maintained that the resultrﬁg two-part article—-"Tiny Mummles.

- 2
The True.Story_of the Ruler of 43d Street's Land of the Walklng'Dead!"4¥

‘'

and "bﬁgtTEh the Whichy Thicket"42;—was a piece written "as a lark, as a

break in what to me were the serious articles I was'doing. .. "3 Never-

theleSs, the essay is an edifying document as it illustrateés how Wolfe's -use

. ~of hyperbole distracts the reader whlle also po?traying WOlfe as a man

so confident in his analysis that he is not above cock-sure exaggeration.

44

-~

Ironically viewed as exemplffiing Wolfe's style of journaliém,

-

Wolfe 8 anti—p‘ody stirred tonsiderable fury frim ew Yorker loyalists who

‘besides attacking what was perceivedfas an ad o style; éhailenged the
L

A

-

“accuracy of Wolfe's 'reporting. The best (and fngthiest) refutations came
(.




‘Thurber's drawin

from%Dwmight Macdonald*® and Renata Adler and Gera'ld'Jonas.aé Faho out lined
‘umerous {fact\;:aluerrors committednby ‘Wolfe. *In, replying to’ their criticisms .
someﬂ'years later, Wolfe .claimed_that most ‘of his mistakes were inte’ntiona.l, /?(
all part of l;is anti—parod.y. Déliberate exaggenations aside, WOlfe believed - .
he had still targeﬁ!d his pre;. '"Hyperbole, as I say‘u . . [Wolfe ) ellipses]‘

exaggera!)n . . [Wolfe s ei‘hpses] hut as in a,ny good car1cature, the basic ’

stracture and cont.ours'woul_.d" be accurate (and, indeed, they we‘re)."l‘7

¢’ .

m?basic‘%tmctur& and Acorntou‘rs may have been accurate. But Wolfe's
. - * . A !

-

'ess"ayvis so imcredibly riddled with theméﬂ-ﬁgtorting Jinaccyracigs t?a't the

.“

reader of the Macdonald Jd/ox: Adler-Jonas essays must view Wolfe's piece with

sképtieism. WOlfe admits "that\in some cases I made mistakes that looked bad

p

because tt{ey fell outside the limits of ant1-par‘ody « + + 5" but contends H

L 4 -~

. . . g S . . 48 - Y
that most of 'his errors were microscopic.: What difference dqes it make,
. * N . . '

Wolfe asks, whether James Thurber used a thir{, pencil (Macdonald's versjion) or

.

a craya((‘Jolfe's*ve;sion) todraw pictures on the walls of his New Yorker

’

office if Wolfe's only point was thats the scribblings were saved by the New

Yorker as A way to imn;ortalize Thurber.l‘9 Obviously, Thurber'sfexact writing

Py + P

'ur.ensil is not .crucifl to Wolfe's point. " However, hecaduse Wolfe is shggesting

r

that the New Yorker, specif.ical.ly its editor, William' Shawzi, forever is,at-

temptmg to preserve ,t‘he past, it Is not a trivial correction to note that

b

-

were saved at the request of the editor who adceded to
. .SO P s “
Thu ber's_o icé” --and not from Shawn's directive as stated by Wolfe. While -

-

Wolfe is justified in questloni’g the significance of some elyo;rs for which

-

he was faultéd clearly not all of his miscues were minor.sr .

. ) Irrespective of anti—parody, the sheer quanﬁity of Wolfe's discrep-

. o

ancies was, repugrxant to many. Whether seen ag’ fictionalized wrting or/just




v, 1 . y . e

3

Elovenly reporting, WOlfe s anti-parody was unacceptable to, a host of literary'

b ' 'y ;

.

tritics who seized it’ as a flagship fr0m which’to assail Wolfe. J .

For others who read Uolfe's essay without referring to supplementary_

interpretation, the impact might ‘have been quite’ diffetent. To - understand

. - ,

the rhetorlcal nature of anti-perody, one needs f1rst recognize that it stems

.
.
s » . .

‘8ays Brackman: "What was once an occasional surprise tactic-<called 'joshing'
o T ‘ ol ~ .

around the turd of the century and 'kidding' sinEejihe tuenties—-has been, R

from a broader category of argument whic Jacnb Brackman~calls'the put-on'.

refined into the very bdsis of a new modevof cqmnﬁnicatidg,' In all its

.permutations, this phenomenon is known as the pqtvon. ~ It octupies a fuzzy
& x

.

A
territory b!tween 81mt1e leg-pulling and elaborate practical joke, between - *
-p01nted lampoon and free-floating spoof 52 The put—on d1ffers from jesting

as "it is rarely climaxed by having the ' truth' set straight-when a truth

J
indeed, exists."?3

or facetious is the essence of, the put-on. .
o .
?ii- In his .essay on the New Yorker, Wolfe relies on hyperbolic put-on,

.

M
a device not uncommon to other Wolfe articles” Brackman, in fact, observes

Eal

that Wolfe is a master.of hyperboliczbut-on, a form of put-on that

. -
1 ! '

typically clothes.itself in magical or fantastic ‘garbs L.
‘4 Thus,gamong cleansing products potency is represented . <
by armored'knights .charging on horseback, their whitéh— \
- ing lances aimed at small children; by .full-scale 3
COdeOe‘ by meddlesome birds who fly in kitchen ... .. f
» windows; W8y anti~dirt bombs dropped from, fighter planes

’
i e

This ambiguity of not knowing whether one is being serious’

to score direct, highly akplosive hits on soiled Iinen; .

by tramnsparent shields that jet visitors at six=inch
" altitudes across scuffproof floors. ... . . Toward the
conclusion of each dramatization, the housewife praises
the detergent godsend in a paroxysm of commingled sur-
prise and delight that would seem disproporti e had
"+ ' she just-been informed of her husband s elect to
: ,high gffice. ” f . )
N Had a sample of such frenzied hyperbole been offered ¢ ‘
L fifteen years ago, in the time of earnest hard sell, 3
viewers would have found themselves bewildered at an '

-

L ]




L. L ’ . ‘
. . . - apparent ingane joke. Hyperbole in humor has tradition-
* +  ally served.as a device for satire or irony. Adwertising, \
* however, uses humorous hyperbole in a new and’ confusing
% . way--deliberataly trafficking in ambiquity to obscure the
. crucial questions for the consumer: - What does the product
“ ’ accomplish, and why is it petter than the competition°54
. : l ) . AV ' oy .
. Tn literature, hyperbole can be so jutting and arresting that it
. ' . b ‘, AN R
' . ¢t distracts and detours the reader's'critfcal sensibilities, In Wolfe s °

put-on hyperbole (anti-parody), the reader becomes engrossed with many

et of the minor details hyperbolically portrsyed. .So saliént is the ex-

"y . e .- L, . - ,
-aggeratiqgn that attentions are c?psumed by material often inconséquential o

»
\

to Wolfe's thesis. The reader is preoccupied in pondering whether‘éditor

William Shawn" really does whrsper all the tiwe, whether he really weatrs

.lajers upon layeys of clothes, whether, helteally iS'as shy as Wolfe- says.
- But what about Wolﬁe s contention that the New Yorker is dull predictable,

. ‘ second—rate literatdre7 This, the'actual issue, is overshadowed by its
' . »
hyperbblic dress—-80 dazzllngly entertaining that Wélfe's thesis is ob-

5 ' w

. scured, allowed to escape careful inspection; it remains aloft, its merit

’ . ! LY
. ' ot ., & . . (
never brougnt to critical test.?i ) e

. ‘ ’

;LWWL_ L _ . The put-on_draws additional Maeh;avelliaﬂ potency—ffom—its‘artful .

+ % blending of fact ﬂnon-exaggeration{jand fiction (exaggeration). fBecause'

pa

neither is distinguished from the other, potential exists for both to be

. s

f L accepte_,yithout question, especially by the. uninitiated reader who views .
. ] all "serious sounding statements .as, ‘true. ThlS identical pacgising of

. fagt and fiction elevates the cred1bility of the latter, enabling an
, : \
-

audiencé Cb be swayéd as much by literary license as by fahtual material

‘As sach, the inventiveness and creativity of the put-on artist represent not
B [

e Terr avERAAS - hid

// mere embroidery, but highly persuasive ingredients central to story con-= -

' i . - . . -

, struction. - - ]/ - I
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. ST B T ’ . o
Conclusions ' . . R o ; .
’ —— N - 3R
- Wolfe's portraits of Americarf _culture\chronicle a.rich compendium- *

. . P , - 3 ¢ ‘i:\ BN .
*» v« of niode'm morals and manners. Perhaps more. than any oth r opular writer of
i €

; o his day, Wolfe has detailet‘e workings of maybe the most radically changing
. J

of‘“’tiﬂes. To. be sure;,- hig’ essays’ seem certain'to be resummoned ‘and' réstudied

” >
., .

Y

. ' S‘hch read,ers will fmd Y rhetfori-c that cqntinually implies thpt the
‘. . worlg’ is nerthér as complex nbr as confusmg-as it might f1rst appear! Only
. e . simple quest’iong aI;d‘ eimp,le ~ap.swer;s ,afe . houséd in {}‘1} reality that Wolfe
LN 'constru(:ts hy the’e.ffe‘ctlve wa:eldingao.ﬁ h‘is meta.phoric, causative hyperbolic

“ .. “ (-

- a;gument \‘The rhetoclcal v1sion 1s fufthet render.ed r#l by ‘the fa~c1.1e, )

4

confident tone of Wolf,'é' ﬁhaIys’is‘ Assured add\ poised, Wolfe's persqna

. - . R

v  itself becomeé a subtler but pc‘.erfu'l reasén to belie Fas Wolfe does . . .

5 .t ald [ e e .
'... v ' - i . .

aY L r\. . -
.

4 'Vi .'”" " o . * * . 0 ’ " N
to accept h{is su;o' U : . RETA T t . .
. ”Bo what extent Holfé"s aud1 etice accepts’ t'hé vis‘ion, of course, is
R ¢ ) K ’ P Che 4 . : ' *

debatable. Y'et‘whate\(er Wolfe s iqfluence, his.ach!evements ag a Journalist

N -

0

/
_are ndtewor’thya His work has produced Tich insights' -ralsed intrlguing

" N

- " )
i

9

quéstions, ~a.nd su'ggested sc;tentifically testabie hypotheses about rhetorical
- T \ \/ r » .

ot process. E’or these ac‘cs'mplishments ‘alone, Tom Wa’lfetmust be ‘recognized as

~
‘ . '.’ " ;, - ~ Y

T . a significa.nt figure in Ameri,ca.n J‘ourna'lism. RN

B
L} -

~
-
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. . lFor broad discussipna of‘NeW Journalism, s@b,.for example,

N s .

EVgrette E. Dennis and William L. Rivers, Other Voices The New Journalism

]

.in America (San Francisco. Canfield *1974), chs. 1-2; Richard A. Kgllan,

"Enirance, to New Journalism, ed. Marshall Fishwick (Bowling Green, Ohio::

. -~ »

X 4
Bowling Green~§:iv. Popular Press, 1975), PP.. 8-15;'Nicoléus.Mills,#

“ i
"Ipfreductiom,". to The New Journalism. A Historical Anthology, ed:

Nicolaus Mills (New York: ' McGraw-HlIl, 1974), pp xi-xx, Ronald Weber,

‘W - EANEEEY

0
"Some Sort of Artistic Exaitemeax, ‘The ‘Re porter as Artist. A Look at’

the New. Journalism Controveggy, ed Ronald Weber (New York: Hastings House,

.

1974),'pp..i3—26; and Ton Wolfe, New Journalism, chs. 1-3. ° )

PR

2"The Personal ,Voice and the Impersonal Eye," Atlantic, Tune 1966,

N ’

p. 87. . - ’ S

’ . ke - ,
1] N ' N .

. . .

"3Michael Arlen, "Notes on the New ‘Journalism,” Atlantic, May 1972,

' i

.
. ] .
. M 14
P/ .
/ ¢ .
. . ,

"The.New Journalism and the Okd*-Theughts After Watergate,"

/ . .
Public fnterest, No..35 (Spr. 1974), p. 77.

SElectric Kool-Aid (New York:! Farrar, Straud, and Giroux, 1968).

,6Radica1 Chic (New York: Farnaq, Straus, and'Giroux, 1970).

’

<
- +

7'New Journalism, with an anthologg, ed. Tom Wolfe and E. W. Johidson

. (Ne; York: ~Harper and Rod, 1973). S

. 4o
.

8- , K .
Painted Word (New York: .*Farrfar, ‘Straus, and Girouxy 1975)..
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‘ X2For’ one of thé bétter but more cynjical analyses -of Wolfe's style,
e o, - p% : .. » '.’ . IS . )

‘o 8€€ Richard Hoggart, "The Dance of the Long-Legged Fly: 'On Tom Wolfe's L
v 1-- ¢ A - * .

@ ~

. e

. _ Poise," Encounter, Aug. 1966, pp. 63-71. For a good parody of Wolfe's N

st®le, see Linda Kuehl, "Dazzle-Dust: A Wolfe in3Chic'Cidthing,“

«/ '

. N 1 . . .
~ Commomweal, 7 May 1971, pp. 212-216..  * ‘s
. 13Permanéncé and Change, 2nd ed., rev. (Los Altos, Calif.: Hermes,
1954), p. 90. ' L . ‘
* ' 7 -
1 : - PP
~ \ 4Models and Metaphors (Ithaca: Cornell Univ, Press, “1962), p. 41.

. . N

.

;S"Radical Chic," in Radical Chic; pp. 32-33.

-

B 16"King of the Status Dropouts," in Pump House, p. 77S Co
' 1 > -

.

™"

¥ ¢ 17 ) : . - N R ‘0
"The Kandy-Kolored Iangerlne-ﬁlagg Streamll?e Baby," in Kandy-

Kolored, pp- 94-95. . ‘

: : :
. 18nThe Pirst Tycoon of Teen,'" in Kandy-Kolored, p. 66. -

LR
- .

¢ L

Ly

':

Ddee "uhat if He Is R4ght?" in Pump House, Jpp. 133-170.

20

I. A."Richards (The Philosophy of Rhetoric [New York: Oxford Univ.

Press, 1936]) early on recognized that metaphor was more than linguistic

ornamehtation or the clever displacement of the. literal with the figurative:

-

v "In the simplest formulation, when we use a métaphor we have two thoﬁéh%a
. . - I

. .
Y

[}

ERIC ~_ : 21 -




s

" Speech Monographs, 29 (1962), 233.

s
[ . - ’

. . .
»

L4 B L e SRV U .

rs > ‘ . ]

of different things active together and sapported'by a single interaction"

(p. 93). Metaphor is not merely a8 substitution of words, maintained Richards
but rather 'a borrowing between and intercourse of thoughts, a transaction

(
between contexts'™ (p.‘94)5 Agreeing, Chaim Perelmgn, and Lucie plbrechts-

Tyteca (The New Rhetoric: A Treatise on Argumentation, - trans. John Wilkinson

', and Purcell Weaver‘51958, rpt. Nntre D%me. Ugiv. of Notre Dame Press, 1969])

argue that ig"any analogy thete is an 1nteraction of terms, resulting in
"transfers of value from phoros ["the t?rms that serve to buttressishe o
argument,' p. 373] to theme ["the term§ to whi gh the conclusion relates,

p. 373] and vice versa ., . . +38Y. In any analogy or metaphor, then,

)phoros and theme interact, and the resulting mutual transference of meaning

] produces two mutated, but similarly perceived.terms, phoros and theme become

. .

>

one.
21See ""Las Vegas (What?) Las;Vegas (Can't Hear You! Too Noisy)
Las Vegas'!'''" in Kandy-Kolored, p. 11.
22 . : k
. Richards, p. 126. :

23Michael Osborn and Douglas:Ehninger, "Thé Metaphor in Public Address,"

-

. Y L R L e

. L Y
4 » : /
According to Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, the metaphor represents
a contracted proof--"a condensed analogy," the essence of_wh%Fh is realized

by a word or phrase, as opposed to the ogy's fuller line of argument; P. 399.

. - 4 , v .
~—

25"'I‘he Marvelous Mouth," in Kandy-Kolored, p.§119.

26"How You Can Be as Well-Informed as Tom Wolfe," Esquitre, Nov. 1967,
pt L8quire, N
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? Michael Osbori raises an interesting_question concerning the

: I M by .
Iggical*;bhction of metaphor: "Does an image embody some tacit enthy-

mematic structure amd function as demonstration within itdelf, or does

- - - -

it serve more' to dramatize, illustrate, and reinforce a logical structure
e . . . .
made explicit elseWhere in the speech?" . "Archetypal Metaphqr in Rhetoric:

The Light-Dark Family'," Quart. Jour. of‘sPeecn{ 53 (1967), 125. Perhaps

ii"the answer varies given the particular metaphor ‘and its particular context.
L] . L 4
- +In the case of Wolfe's buS~metaphor, the figure serves te reemphasize and

rekindle an argument Wolfe has repeated throughout his essay.

. 4 .
[y LY

28 ) . ]
Perelman-and Olbrechts-Tyteca, p. 385. *

-

29 & ‘ ’

"Radical Chic," pp. 6-7.°

3O"Tdh\E91fe: Reactionary Chic,"’Ramgarts, Jan. 1972, p._61.

- »

31 :

"Radical Chic," p. 8. . - ’

/ i T L]

P1pid.. . : :
33 S

Kuehl, p. 214. ©oT

< .

34Ibid.
35 ¢ . .

The "Radical Chic" story "is generally éb\aqggfate that even some

of the irate guests at the Bernsteins 1atgf wondered how WQife——who in fact

. used shorthand--managed to ’muggle a tape‘recorder onto the premises."

Timoghy Foozg}\"Fiéh in the Bran%x Snifter," Time, 21 Dec. 1970,.p. 74,

’
-

6y . ” : :
] 3 "Pa(ajeurnalism,,or Tom Wolfe and His Magic Writing Machine,"

N.Y..Rev. of Books, 26 Aug. 1965, p. 5.

| . ¢ : L
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- scholars to re-evaluate old evidence."

.

-

. . . %

N ‘ ~ - ' ?
’ . L ' - 22
37"Parajournalism I1% WOlfe and the New Y0{ker, g,i: Rev. of Books, )
3 Feb. 1966, P 18. . A -

< - b '

. ’
-Jﬂgoreover, to wifﬁhold or ‘doctdr & story because it is Supposedly
unrepresentac:be and atypical cfia broader ";ruchP is to prevent 3oufnali§m
from fulfulling pne of its prime functlons. "Paradoxically, Jge limited
generaliz@tions characteristic of most jOurnal1sm," Gerald Grant states, .
"1s often a great stremgth. It doesn't care what the'general theory is,
but what is true in this particuiar instance. Ignorance of yhat is supposed
to be truc may have the productive resilt of punctcr;%g mith or fording

al

"The 'New Journalism' We Need,"*

Columbia Journalism Rev., 9 (1970), 15.

L

39"The New Journallsm A la Recherche des Whichy Thickets," New

I

York 21 Feb. 1972, p. 41. .- . ~-
- 4
401p14. S
. - . ’ ";/
“1Ngw York, 11 April 1965, pp. 7-9, 24w2’. S

421bid., 18 April 1965, pp. 16-24, 44.
‘.43"The New Journalism: A la Recherche,"” p. 39.

4 o .
On this point, Wolfe contends. that skeptics "wanted to create a

situation in wh%;h this entire new trepd in johrnalism-—iﬁvolving many

?

writers Sy that time--would be judged on.the basis of one plece of wf&tingz

A}
drawn into under

k)

As far as I was concerned, it was a silly position t:/;#

any circumstances. But especially in this case.

fact was that my two

pieces on The New Yorker were not even an example of The New Journalism.

24

)
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In short, both The Columbia Jourmalfsm Review and the New York Review of

. Books waited fof a couple of light pieces~that had as little as pOSSlble

L4 a

to.do with the New Journalisnh—and then very solemnly reached the ﬁpa.

conclusion which goes: ‘'Aha! So that s what i6' s all about?!'" "The New
. w7 L. ; - -
Journalism: . A ’la Recherche," p. 46. . .
3 K /g i
45§ee ParajOurnallsm I1: *Wolfe and the New Yorker," N.Y

-

Books, 3 Feb. 1966, PP. 18-24 / \\

/f* .46 'l' |J\‘ " . ot \
See "The Letter," in Leonard Lewin, "Is Fact Necessary?" Columbia

. -,

" * Journalism Rev., &4 (1966), 32-34.

47
. "The New Journalism: A Ia Recherche," p. &1.

48Ibid., p. 45, f.n. 4.

» ’ -
9 .
4 Ibid.
]

50n N o "
Pargjournalism II," p. 20.

4

-

Macdonald admlts that many of Wolfe' s’inaCCurpcies were of minor

detall ﬁut he argues that all together they form "a rhetoric that builds

-~

up,T leading to a.whole much greater than the sum of its parts. ibid., p. 19.

, L]
. SZThe Put- On Modern Fooling and Modern Mistr (Chicago: Henry

Regnery, 1971) pp. 17-18.

. .

3 |
SIbid., b 19.

54
Ibid., pp. 112-113.
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Indeéd, -it is most ironic that.fantasy, spoof, and put-on” eve; e

s

would be useqd by Wolfe--if even only occa81onally-—when ‘their purpose clearly

~

contradicta that' of New Journalism. ‘ This ig eapecially true for the put-on.

’

, Whereas the exploration of truth 1s New J0urnalism gvgaison d'etre, the put-

on is a strategy for concealing whag one truly thinks ‘and feels. Unlike ’

- 3 . A

parody and satire, the put-dn's distortion is not to greate perspective, but

i L e
ratifer to cloud reality. As such, the put—-on rqqg}y leads to higher under- ‘

Y

and comhitment, why the put-on? The product of people that shun artistic

commitment and risk because they are afraid of failure: says Jacob Brackman,
) 0%
- the put-on arise[s] out of a partial consciousness of one's" own, ridiculous-
~ness,. in the absence of sufficient courage or iutellectual perseverance to
see t::t TidiculousneSS thrpugh to its roots and to alter it,"‘p. 1Q7. The™

, put-on safely‘allows the artist to avoid bringing his talent to the test of‘

sertous Judgment for there is always present the opportunity to escape neg-

-

‘ative criticism by replying, MBut it was just a put-on. . . ." Correspondingly,

-

the critic, unsure of a work's purpose, Steers away from offering geriuus
W

criticism, fearful of being sn;ckered at for for foolishly v1ewing somberly
what, was done "obviously'.in jest. Artists and itics of put-ons ultimately

. . . -
have little to offer their audiences. . ) : >

x

of anything. Moreover, if New Journalism seeks.reportorial,involvement ) v




